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Attachment 1
94-RF-10800
Page 1 of 17

OPERABLE UNIT 7 INTERFACE MEETING AGENDA
OCTOBER 13, 1994

Meeting Objective To discuss mitigation of wetlands resolution of
final comments on the Work Plan Technical Memorandum schedule for

landfill closure and the seep collection and treatment Proposed Action
Memorandum

1 MITIGATION OF WETLANDS

The objective of wetlands mitigation 1s to mitigate the losses of wetland
area Incurred during the construction of the seep interceptor and during
construction of the final remedy for landfill closure Assumptions and
management strategies for the wetland mitigation are presented below

J Mitigation of wetlands lost during construction of the seep
interceptor 1s not required prior to construction

. A wetlands mitigation plan must be developed and mitigation of all
wetland areas lost during construction of the seep interceptor and
expected to be lost during construction of the fandfill cover must
occur prior to construction of the final remedy for landfill closure
(scheduled for summer of 1997)

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed EPA suggests that if the Sitewide Mitigation Plan cannot
accommodate the OU 7 schedule OU 7 should pursue separate mitigation

EG&G will update schedule to reflect mitigation completion 60 days prior
to construction

2 FINAL COMMENT RESOLUTION

The objective of final comment resolution is to disposition the last
comments received from CDPHE and EPA on the OU 7 Work Plan Technical
memorandum Due to the nature of the comments received DOE proposes
to address the comments In the landfill closure IM/IRA/Decision
Document
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5  REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES

CDPHE - Karl Spreng ____M_%M:v;

EPA - Arturo Duran.__ Qﬁ‘g"’—\ 5

DOE Kurt Muenchow

EG&G Laurle Petérson-Wrid)
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4 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION MEMORANDUM

Justification

Simple system which 1s more appropriate for the intenm action
Use of a temporary collection sump to collect at the seep allows a
permanent system to be located during the landfill closure for
maximum effectiveness

Cost savings will be realized by minimizing excavation shoring and
dewatering

Minimizes potential environmental impacts

Eliminates vertical conduit through the landfill cap

Design
. Collection
Storage

4 Agreeds
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3  LANDFILL CLOSURE SCHEDULE -~ i’

Objective Review the current working schedule to determine downstream
milestones

Background

During the Process Improvement Proposal process; the OlJ 7 schedule was
streamlined to recover delays incurred in the initial phase of she
Interagency Agreement schedule Dunng Intérface mestifigs held
previously with COPHE and EPA extended review pgsods were requested
These suggestions were incorporated resulting in ﬁ current working
schedule from which milestones were proposéd Thére is na“schedule
contingency and landfill closure activittes are on the critical path
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EPA Specific Comment 1 Figure 51 Figure 5 1 shows existing borehole locations along
the probable slurry wall alignment and highlights boreholes that have been drilled into
unweathered bedrock The figure 1s intended to depict data gaps for the design of the
proposed slurry wall The text on page 5 22 states that depth to bedrock information
(1mplying the upper bedrock surface weathered or unweathered) 1s needed for design of
the slurry wall The FWP should be clear whether the slurry wall will be keyed into
weathered or unweathered bedrock or whether this decision has yet to be made If the
slurry wall 1s to be keyed mto unweathered bedrock the lithologic critena used to determine
weathered or unweathered bedrock should be 1dentified and depths to unweathered bedrock
should be provided on Figure 5 1

Resolution The decision of whether to key into weathered or
unweathered bedrock will be made during options analysis in the
IM/IRA/DD

Pgrecl H

Section 6 4 2 Page 6 14 Paragraph 3 This section states that
drawdown recovery testing will be conducted in open boreholes and 1n monitoring wells as
part of the field effort The text then describes procedures that will be followed for
drawdown testing 1n monitoring wells The text should also provide the procedures that
will be used n open holes so the quality of the resulting data can be evaluated

Resolution The dnil ng was unable to reach the locations of the
two proposed boreholes for drawdown recovery testing A document
modification request will be processed to change the text if
additional drawdown recovery tests will be performed
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EPA, Gengral Comment 2: SechonSGofﬂ;eFWPdw@eshowthedata
objective (DQO)processev&hmesmwdiﬂa:mforw

closure Anissue thatxsnotdxscuﬁedmﬂnsug;on bttt m&
will be ta the Proposed Action ! \

document, implementation of the system affect the o s
potential vemcaicondmtdnoggxﬁcgg ?.fmcd,m :fm ﬁﬁﬁ s by providing
onthemtegntyofﬁmca})&wﬂ assessed. For#iis doc fﬁb“m{ W‘miﬁ llm
complete a ection s mwﬂm

mtegrity should be included m Section s’%” to'the landfill cap

Resolution The seep collection ;mﬁm been evaluated and a
simpler design with reusable partl “ﬁ | be installed. The operation
of the seep collection system m untif eorstruction of the
landfili cover begins The equipment éim the B& movéy. &nd reused-to
support final closure without providing a pelential vertical conduit
through the cap This desig will B presénted th Thé Proposed
Action Memorandum
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CDPHE, Comment S Section 5572 and Figure 5 1 The alignment of the proposed
slurry wall 1s meant to enclose groundwater contamination on the south side of the landfill
However Figure 5 1 shows the wall to the north of OU 6 166 X and very close to the
predicted plumes shown tn Section 4 To err on the side of safety the wall should
encompass these potential sources

Resolution The goal of the presumptive remedy Is source
containment The OU 6 166 X IHSSs will be evaluated to determine if
they are contributing sources to the groundwater plume If so the
IHSSs will be encompassed by the landfill cover and slurry wall The
extent of the slurry wall will be discussed In detail in the
IM/IRA/DD

AV
)

CDPHE, Comment 6. Section 6 1 The fate of IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 (and the OU 6
[HSSs as well) are not dictated by the presumptive remedy approach 167 2 and 167 3 just
happen to be converuently under the proposed cap

Resolution Based on the present design of the presumptive cap
solls In IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 will be contained If the options
analysis results in a different design for the cap residual rnisk will
be calculated for these areas during the post closure risk
assessment

A AD
EPA, General Comument 1 Action specific applicable or relevant and appropniate

requirements (ARARs) should be summanzed in the document The text vaguely refers to

design cntena in Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA) and Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations 1n several sections but never provides a concise
summary of the design components and standards that are considered ARARs A summary
of ARARS 1s necessary to allow the reader to evaluate the adequacy of Sections 5 and 6

Resolution A detailled ARARs discussion will be provided in the

IM/IRA/DD D
A greel
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the needforIAGdehverabesuniess anibrided by th X
Technical Memorandum serves asthePhaseI REVRERepe p
Workplan

Besolution None required

Agreed

w Mw4&%mdkﬁmmmm&mm

ur separate correspondence titled “OU 7 PAM and gated September 8
1994 It is likely that the mﬁmﬂmﬂsd&wmwmw(ﬁcghcnm
and any post-closure remedial decision will be differeat frons the gne used for this report.
Alongﬂaesehm&eﬂmxlﬁdmdxﬂsmm pzesults of the not
measurement test for mtmm: requested this data in our
asaresuksofhavmgfahd measurement tost €13 3 isamportant
becausentxsdxesmls,mtﬁeachest&HM standards tbctw“nde@nthc
background comparison/COC selection process prior to-an assessment of risk. The
specifics of the surficial soils COE:selection (including background 1ssues)
are not a driver for the closyre-action but are.essential forthe post-closure risk assessment
and must be adequately addressad at that ume

/

Resolution It is agreed that a different d@ set may be used for
COC selection and post-closure remedial Hecision  Available
background data will be used as appropriate at that time

The Appendix M data gisk has been reviged and-will-be available with
the final transmittal of the Technical Memvrafidum.

EFA- A4V Pgreed
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2 FINAL COMMENT RESOLUTION

The objective of final comment resolution i1s to disposition the last
comments received from CDPHE and EPA on the OU 7 Work Plan Technical
memorandum Due to the nature of the comments received DOE proposes
to address the comments In the landfill closure IM/IRA/Decision
Document

CDPHE, Comment | Executive summary and Section 1 3 1 The reference to the potential
disposition of the OU 6 IHSSs (depending on the outcome of the OU 6 investigation) as a
consolidatton into the OU 7 closure under the CAMU concept are inappropniate  The
Division has made the preliminary determination that a CAMU 1s not feasible at OU 7 due
to CAMU s regulatory obligation to satisfy the 6 CCR 1007 2 Part 2 Requirements for
Siting of a Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites and OU 7 s inabulity to meet those
requirements If action 1s necessary to mitigate risks at these IHSSs removal to or
remediation at a separate location will be required

Resolution. It 1s agreed that the CAMU concept is not a viable
alternative and the disposition of the OU 6 IHSSs will be addressed
in the IM/IRA/DD If the IHSSs are determined to be a source of
contamination they will be encompassed by the landfill cover and
slurry wall

Agmeaﬁ AV

CDPHE. Comment 2 Executive Summary Section 1 Section S4 Any soils 1n the spray
evaporation areas around the East Landfill Pond (ELP) that are not secured under the
presumptive cap must also be evaluated against nsk based critenna. The document assumes
(perhaps correctly perhaps not) that all soils will be covered and focuses instead
exclusively on soils downgradient of the ELP embankment Figure 6 1 of the draft report
showed venfication sample locations that were on the north and south edges of the
sampling grid 1if any of these locations will fall outside of the proposed cap (based on 1ts
preliminary design) they may need further investigation

Resolution Based on the preliminary design of the landfill cap all
solls will be covered If the design changes residual risk will be
calculated for those areas during the post closure risk assessment
CDPHE has previously stated that venfication sampling is not
necessary It 1s agreed that additional sampling to determine the
areal extent of contamination may be necessary before surface soils
that present a nisk to human health can be remediated

Agrecdz, B |
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OPERABLE UNIT 7 INTERFACE MEE
OCTOBER 13, 1994

Meeting Objective Ta discuss mitigation of wetlands, _resolution of
final comments on the Work Plan Technical Memorandum -schedule for

landfill closure and the seep collection and treatment Proposed Action
Memorandum

el E

1 MITIGATION OF WETLANDS $

The objective of wetlands mitigation 1s to mitigate the ksﬁes of wetland -
area incurred during the congfrisction of the mﬁ m:eﬁﬁc; and during
construction of the final remedy for {afkififl ciomurs.” “Asa

management strategies for the wetland mitigationtUse” présentéd’

. Mitigation of wetlands lost during construction of the seep -

L S

ErA -W interceptor is not required prior to construction

hES

. A wetlands mitigatien plan must be developgd and mkig&ﬁon of all
wetland areas lost dufing construction of-the seep {iterceptor and
EFA - Agreed expected to be lost during construction of the landfill cover must
AD occur prior to construction of the -final remedy for landfill closure
(scheduled for summer of 1997) _

e n performed prior 15
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Eliminates vertical conduit through the landfill cap
Design
Collection
Storage
CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed
5 REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES

Meeting minutes were reviewed and signed by Arturo Duran EPA Carl
Spreng CDPHE Kurt Muenchow DOE and Laurie Peterson Wnght EG&G

g e 2
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3 LANDFILL CLOSURE SCHEDULE

Objective Review the current working schedule to determine downstream
milestones

Background

During the Process Improvement Proposal process,; the OU 7 sthedule was
streamlined to recover delays incurred in the initiaf phase of the
Interagency Agreement schedule During interface mgﬁnﬂs' heid
previously with CDPHE and EPA extended wreview p “were requested
These suggestions were incorporated resiulfing. in 48 current working
schedule from which milestohds: were proposed- Thdfe is nio séhedule
contingency and landfill closure actvitiés gre- on & critical path

’h ~

EPA suggests concurrent review DOE will discuss with management and
will contact EPA

EPA/CDPHE suggest approval of milestones to start of construction and
downstream milestones (CAD/ROD, etc) can be negdtated

EPA recommends that a construction schediule #iso be submitted with the
Title Il design

4  CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED AGTION-MEMORANDUM

Justification .

. Simple system which is more apﬁrepﬁ& for the interim aetbg
Use of a temporary opllection sump @@qﬁeﬂ at the seep allows a
permanent system to be located during the hﬂﬂﬁﬂ closure for
maximum effectiveness

. Cost savings will be realized by minimizing excavation shoring and
dewatering

. Minimizes potential environmental impacts

“az
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landfill cover begins The equipment can the be moved and reused to
support final closure without providing a potential vertical conduit
through the cap This design will be presented in the Proposed
Action Memorandum

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed

EPA Specific Comment 1 Figure 5 1 Figure 5 1 shows existing borehole locations along
the probable slurry wall alignment and highlights boreholes that have been drilled into
unweathered bedrock The figure 1s intended to depict data gaps for the design of the
proposed slurry wall The text on page 5 22 states that depth to bedrock information
(1mplying the upper bedrock surface weathered or unweathered) 1s needed for design of
the slurry wall The FWP should be clear whether the slurry wall will be keyed into
weathered or unweathered bedrock or whether this decision has yet to be made If the
slurry wall 1s to be keyed into unweathered bedrock the lithologic cniteria used to determine
weathered or unweathered bedrock should be 1dentified and depths to unweathered bedrock
should be provided on Figure 5 1

Resolution The decision of whether to key into weathered or
unweathered bedrock will be made during options analysis in the
IM/IRA/DD

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed

EPA Specific Comment 2 Section 6 42 Page 6 14 Paragraph 3 This section states that
drawdown recovery testing will be conducted 1n open boreholes and 1n monitoring wells as

part of the field effort The text then describes procedures that will be followed for
drawdown testing in monitoring wells The text should also provide the procedures that
will be used 1n open holes so the quality of the resulting data can be evaluated

Resolution The dnll ng was unable to reach the locations of the
two proposed boreholes for drawdown recovery testing A document
modification request will be processed to change the text if
additional drawdown recovery tests will be performed

e SF wn mie ke R T sk



W Section 6.1 The fate of H'LSSS 167.2 sad- xgh'z'.al%a_’ng the OU 6
s as well) are not dictated by the presumptive remedy spproac and 1673
happen to be conveniently under the proposedcap d Just

Resolution Based on the present design of the prasumptive cap

solls in IHSSs 167 2 and 1687 3 will be contained If the options -
analysis results in a different design for the cap, residual risk will

be calculated for these areas during the post-closure risk

assessment '

CDPHE -agreed
EPA agreed

“d% Act} regulations

T e e S
Su o - red
of ARARS 1s necessary to the reader to-evaluate &&%ﬂagmcy
Resolution A déiled ARARs discussion will be provided in the
IM/IRA/DD
CDPHE -agreed
EPA agreed

EPA, Gengral Commeni2- Section 5 6 of the FWP thﬁem@ﬂny
closureveAn issue that 1s mmmﬁym ﬁ%&tgm @
design, 1s the implementaton and contmued

will be presented in the Proposed Action

design and operation of the wﬂ}bcaddtugdin
documnt,mplexmnon
potential vertical condut through

cap W
addmsedmsomedemmﬂzFWPbmunmdmnfﬁemﬁmnxysﬁqmsmms
on the mtegrity of the cap have been assessed. For this document to be. considered
complete a discussion thecolhcuonsyswmspomnﬂmpactw&efmdﬁﬂcag
integnity should be mcluded in Section 5.6.

Resolution The seep collection system has been evaluated and a
simpler design with reusable parts will be installed. The operation
of the seep collection system will occur until construction of the




Resolution None required

CDPHE. Comment4 Section4 3 ‘The use of Rock Creek data 1s adequately discussed n
our separate correspondence titled OU 7 PAM and Background so1l dated September 8
1994 It 1s likely that the background surficial soils data set that will drive COC selection
and any post-closure remedial decision will be different from the one used for this report

Along those hines the Appendix M data disk still does not contain results of the not
measurement test for surficial soils (only groundwater) We requested this data in our
comments on the draft report because the majority of PCOCs 1n surface soils were selected
as a results of having failed the hot measurement test (Table 4 13) Thus 1s important
because 1t 1s the soils 1n the absence of established standards that mustz undergo the
background comparison/COC selection process prior to an assessment of risk The
specifics of the surficial soils COC selection methodologies (including background issues)
are not a dniver for the closure action but are essential for the post-closure risk assessment
and must be adequately addressed at that time

Resolution It 1s agreed that a different data set may be used for
COC selection and post closure remedial decision  Avallable
background data will be used as appropriate at that time

The Appendix M data disk has been revised and will be available with
the final transmittal of the Technical Memorandum

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed

CDPHE. Comment S Section 5572 and Figure 5 1 The alignment of the proposed
slurry wall 1s meant to enclose groundwater contamination on the south side of the landfill
However Figure 5 1 shows the wall to the north of OU 6 166 X and very close to the
predicted plumes shown in Section 4 To err on the side of safety the wall should
encompass these potential sources

Resolution The goal of the presumptive remedy s source
containment The OU 6 166 X IHSSs will be evaluated to determine if
they are contributing sources to the groundwater plume If so the
IHSSs will be encompassed by the landfill cover and slurry wall The
extent of the slurry wall will be discussed in detall in the
IM/IRA/DD

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed
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CDPHE. Comment ! Executive summary and Sectwon £.3 g bieforepce
disposition of the QU 6 IHSSs (depending on the ou;cmnsafgghggﬁ 6 vesti
consolidation into the OU 7 closure under the CAMU ADDIODEL
Division has made the preliminary determination that a2 CAM
to CAMU s regulatory obligation to satisfy the 6 CCR. 100755, Burt 2;
Siting of a Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites and"OU 7*s.ipsbitioe ke
requirements If action 1s necessary to mitigate x&sw@‘ RSy
remediation at & separate location will be required. i}‘ o

ha

Resolution, It 1s agreed that the CAMU .conogpt is not a wable
alternative and the disposition of the OU & 1HSSs will be addressed
in the IMIRA/DD  If the 1HSSs are determined toébg“‘a source of
contamination, they will bﬁencew mg Jandfil cover and
slurry wall . .
CDPHE agreed

EPA agreed

CDPHE. Comment 2. ExecuuveSnma%m ion- 1 Section 54 Anysoﬂsmﬂzespmy
evaporation areas around the East Landfill (ELP) that are not secured under the
presumptive upmmuamammm '&gdgqmntassumes
o g e By L o i =y &1 of th drsttregort
exclusive gradient

showed verification sample locations-that M%&mgm ﬁt
sampling gnd. if any of these locations will fall outsige of the propased éap {basedon 1ts

prelmunary designy they may need further investigation

Besolution Based on the preliminary design of the lapdhil cap- all
soils will be covered If the design changes, residual tiask will be
calculated for those areas during the post-cloBure risk assessment
CDPHE has previously stated that “verification sampling s not
necessary It is agreed that additional sampling to-detarmine the
areal extent of contamination may be necessary béfore surlace scils
that present a rnisk to human hesalth can be remediated

CDPHE agreed
EPA agreed ot
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